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Multiplicity of Instructions. — From time to time the judges of the Su- 
preme Court have taken occasion to express their disapproval of the practice 
that has grown up among the lawyers and trial judges throughout the state, of 
asking and granting a multiplicity of instructions. In the case of Richmond 
Etc. Co. v. Allen, 101 Va. 200-206, Judge Card well quotes with approval from 
Judge Staples, in Brighthope R. R. Co. v. Rogers, 76 Va. 443, as follows: "The 
practice now so prevalent of multiplying instructions, many of them involving 
doubtful questions of law, not only places the appellate court in a position of 
great difficulty with respect to verdicts that are just and proper, but frequently 
leads to a reversal where otherwise there would be an affirmance. We respect- 
fully suggest that one or two instructions would often be more intelligible to 
the jury and more effectually attain the ends of justice." And, in the recent 
case of Newport News Pub. Co. v. Beaumeister, 102 Va. 667, 47 S. E. 821, 823, 
Judge Harrison said: "It is unnecessary to comment upon the numerous other 
instructions given and refused, except to suggest that, in point of number, they 
are wholly out of proportion to the necessities of the case. The controlling facts 
and circumstances are few, and two or three instructions, limited and directed to 
the material questions presented, would have been ample to properly submit 
the case to the jury. The numerous, irrelevant and unnecessary instructions 
given are well calculated to mislead and confuse the jury, and operate as a hin- 
drance, rather than as an aid, to the administration of justice." 

As an example of an instruction which will fully measure up to these sug- 
gestions, we give the following, which was the only one asked for and which was 
granted at a recent term of the Henrico County Circuit Court, in the case of 
Jones v. The Richmond P. & P. Co.: 

INSTRUCTION. 

"The court instructs the jury that if they believe from the evidence that the 
motorman in charge of the defendant's car, at the time of the accident, failed to 
keep a vigilant lookout as he was approaching the point where the accident oc- 
curred, or failed to keep his car under proper control, at such time and place, as 
alleged in the declaration, and if the jury shall further believe, from all the evi- 
dence, that the injury to the plaintiff was caused by the default of the said 
motorman in the matter of keeping a vigilant lookout, or in failing to keep his 
car under proper control, then, in either event, the defendant company was 
guilty of negligence, and they, the jury, must find for the plaintiff, and assess 
such damages, not exceeding $25,000, in her favor, as they believe she has sus- 
tained by reason of such negligence, and in estimating such damages they, the 
jury, should take into consideration the incurable hurt she has sustained and the 
bodily and mental suffering caused by the injury, together with all such sums 
as she may have expended, if any, to be cured of her sickness occasioned by 
such injury, and also such damages as will compensate her for the future loss of 
her time and earning capacity, so far as they, the jury, may believe from the 
evidence that her injury will cause, and, also, such further sums as will enable 
her to relieve or mollify the inconvenience occasioned by the loss of her limb, 
should they believe from the evidence she will in the future experience such 
inconvenience." G. C. G. 
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Is the Bab Degenerating? — Numerous "candid friends" have drawn my 
attention to your lively criticism of a passage in an article of mine in the Amer- 
ican Law Review, quoted by you from the Legal Adviser. Of course I take the 
spirit of your criticism in perfect good nature, and all I am going to say is that 
the opinion I have formed as to the state of the bar in this country is not based 
upon any view narrow or local. When I say that our bar is going backwards in 
dignity and morals, I say it after having, in the last few years, conversed a great 
deal with prominent members of the bar in many American cities, for during 
that time it has been my good luck to be able (o travel a good deal both in this 
country and in Europe. 

There has grown up, Mr. Editor, a new condition of things, arising possibly 
from a change in public morals generally, but I believe from the fact that an 
elective judiciary does not properly control the bar — a tone quite different from 
what once prevailed. Possibly, my dear sir, it has not been your lot, in the, quiet 
of editorial pursuit, to come in actual contact with that class of the profession 
known as "ambulance chasers," a class totally new, and to a large degree un- 
principled. Nor have you, perhaps, been obliged to meet that part of the pro- 
fession, which is engaged in the lower branches of the criminal law and yet 
participates in the practice before most serious tribunals. These things one can 
learn only by an active practice at the bar. In Chicago I actually found a cor- 
poration or company formed for the purpose of maintaining personal-injury 
cases. They had their regular counsel, they advanced costs and fees, and the 
cases were of course taken upon a basis purely contingent besides. I would hardly 
dare to state to you what prominent lawyers have told me in San Francisco, and 
even in staid old New Orleans, as to the increase of corrupt methods at the bar. 
On one occasion, in the office of the clerk of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, I remember a conversation in which several lawyers were engaged from 
parts of the country widely different. Each and every one of them complained 
(and they were not old men) that real dignity seemed to be declining at the bar, 
that the reckless and corrupt methods of the " ambulance chasers " were insen- 
sibly affecting men of a grade above them, and spreading through the whole bar 
a feeling of discouragement and of tolerance of methods which, while not down- 
right corrupt, were not wholly proper. 

Now, I want to say this, that while both in Canada and in England I heard 
also some complaint, it was nothing like, in proportion, what 1 either heard or 
could observe in this country. Whether it is that the bar of those countries is 
retaining its dignity better than ours, while the body of the community is no 
better than ours, or whether it is that society at large in those countries is better 
preserving itself, is a question too profound and difficult for me to undertake to 
answer. As to Germany, I have never been able to make any observation, but 
as to France, if I may judge from a few conversations I have had with lawyers 
there, a great number of practices commonly tolerated in America would be re- 
ceived there, not only with displeasure, but with positive astonishment and 
indignation. 

While it is our duty to try to take a cheerful view of conditions such as these, 
and to do all that we can to remedy them, it is useless for us to blind our eyes as 
lawyers to a woeful spread of bad practice at our bar, since even the laity 
throughout the country are outspoken in condemning it. — Frederick Bausman, in 
Law Notes. 
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I hold every man a debtor to his profession, from the which as men do of 
course seek to receive countenance and profit, so ought they of duty to endeavor 
themselves, by way of amends, to be a help and an ornament thereto. — Lord 
Francis Bacon. 

Tariff of Minimum Fees — Binding upon ail Members of the Bab Asso- 
ciation of the City of Richmond. 

Supreme Court. 

Simple motion, not less than $ 25 00 

For preparing brief and argument of case, not less than 100 00 

United States Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Simple motion, not less than 25 00 

For preparing brief and argument of case, not less than 100 00 

Chancery Causes. 

For uncontested plain chancery suit, not less than 30 00 

For defending plain chancery suit, not less than 30 Oft 

For contested chancery suit, not less than 50 00 

For defending contested chancery suit, not less than 50 00 

For attending taking depositions in city — per day, not less than 10 00 

For attending taking depositions out of city — per day, in addition to 

expenses, not less than , 15 00 

For attending before commissioner in chancery when specially em- 
ployed for purpose — per day, not less than 10 00 

Actions at Law. 
For uncontested suit, where amount involved is less than $200, not less 

than 10 00 

For contested suit, not less than 20 00 

For motion for probate of will, not less than 10 00 

For motion to grant administrator, not less than 10 00 

For motion for substitution of trustee on notice, not less than 10 00 

For ordinary motions in courts of record, not less than 10 00 

Miscellaneous Fees. 

For writing power of attorney, not less than 5 00 

For writing ordinary contract where amount involved is $200 and over, 

not less than 10 00 

For writing deed of bargain and sale, not less than 5 00 

For writing deed of trust, not less than 5 00 

For writing deeds of release, not less than 5 00 

For mechanics' lien or supply lien, not less than 10 00 

For labor lien, not less than 5 00 

For writing commissioner's deed by order of court, not less than 10 00 

For writing homestead deed, not less than 10 00 

For writing will, not less than 10 00 

For oral opinion, not less than 5 00 

For written opinion, not less than 10 00 

For preparing charters of corporations, where minimum stock is $5, 000 

or under, not less than 25 00 
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For preparing by-laws and superintending organization for above, not 

less than $25 00 

For preparing charters of corporations, when minimum stock is more 

than $5,000, not less than 50 00 

For preparing by-laws and superintending organization for above, not 

less than 50 00 

[Note. — This tariff not to apply to educational or eleemosynary 
corporations. ] 

For appearing before .State boards and departments, not less than 25 00 

For appearing before city council, boards, committees, etc., not less 

than 25 00 

For complete examination of title, not less than 10 00 

Criminal Cases. 

Misdemeanors in courts of record, not less than 10 00 

Felonies in courts of record, not less than 25 00 

Collections. 

Minimum fee for collecting any claim, not less than 3 00 

For collecting claim of $300 and under, not less than 10 perct. 

For collecting claim over $300, and not more than $1,000, not less than 7£ per ct. 
For collecting claim over $1,000, not less than 5 perct. 

In claims received from other attorneys, one-third of fee and commission 
should be remitted to attorney sending claim. 

The above tariff is to be considered the minimum charge to be made in any 
case, but the attorney is expected to charge more in proportion to the amount 
involved, the responsibility entailed, and the necessary labor bestowed. 

Nothing herein contained to be applicable to any agreement for contingent 
fees. And all fees herein fixed are subject to the proviso that where one-half of 
the amount in controversy is less than the minimum fee, such one-half, except 
in the courts of appeal, shall be deemed the minimum fee. 



Additional Virginia Cases Annotated in American State Reports 
(Vol. 99) — Since the appearance of the list of Virginia cases annotated in 
American State Reports as published in the December number, Vol. 99 of the 
American State Reports has appeared, containing the following annotated 
Virginia cases : 

101 Va. 

Hudson v. Barnaul, 101 Va. 63, 99 Am. St. Rep. 849. 

Fallsburg etc. Mfg. Co. v. Alexander, 101 Va. 98, 99 Am. St. Rep. 855. 

Leftwich v. Wells, 101 Va. 255, 99 Am. St. Rep. 865. 

Council of Farmville v. Walker, 101 Va. 323, 99 Am. St. Rep. 870. 

City of Richmond v. Sitterding, 101 Va. 354, 99 Am. St. Rep. 879. 

Johnson v. Colley, 101 Va. 414, 99 Am. St. Rep. 884. 

City of Norfolk v. Flynn, 101 Va. 473, 99 Am. St. Rep. 918. 

Union Assurance Soc. v. Nails, 101 Va. 613, 99 Am. St. Rep. 923. 

Robinett v. Mitchell, 101 Va. 762, 99 Am. St. Rep. 928. 
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Virginia Cases Annotated in Lawyers Eeports Annotated (Vols. 
1-64). — We give below a list of all the Virginia cases which have been anno- 
tated in Lawyers Reports Annotated. The great value of the notes contained 
in the L. R. A. series has already become widely recognized. The list here 
given does not include all the Virginia cases reported in the Lawyers Reports 
Annotated, but only those annotated. It is suggested that the usefulness of the 
list will be greatly increased if the practitioner will have the references noted 
in his Virginia Reports on the margin of the page where the cases here given 
are reported. This may be easily done, as the cases are listed by volumes. In 
our last issue we gave a similar list of Virginia cases annotated in the American 
State Reports. We expect in future issues to give a list of those annotated in 
the American Decisions, the American Reports and the Virginia Law 
Register, as also a partial list of cases overruled by later decisions and by 
statutes. 

85 Va. 

Alexander v. Alexander, 85 Va. 353-373, 1 L. R. A. 125. 

Paxton v. Rich, 85 Va. 378-385, 1 L. R. A. 639. 

Southall v. Farish, 85 Va. 403^412, 1 L. R. A. 641. 

Phillips v. Fergerson, 85 Va. 509-516, 1 L. R. A. 837. 

Marshall v. Farmers & Machanics Sav. Bank, 85 Va. 676-689, 2 L. R. A. 534. 

Seddon v. Rosenbaum, 85 Va. 928-935, 3 L. R. A. 337. 

First Nat. Bank v. Payne, 85 Va. 890-898, 3 L. R. A. 284. 

86 Va. 

General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church v. Guthrie, 86 Va. 125-152, 

6 L. R. A 321. 
Trinkle v. Jackson, 86 Va. 238-247, 4 L. R. A. 525. 
Patton v. Leftwich, 86 Va. 421-428, 6 L. R. A. 569. 
Richmond & D. R. Co. v. Payne, 86 Va. 481-488, 6 L. R. A. 849. 
Roller v. Beam, 86 Va. 512-519, 6 L. R. A. 136. 
Warwick v. Warwick, 86 Va. 596-603, 6 L. R. A. 775. 
Western U. Teleg. Co. v. Williams, 86 Va. 696-720, 8 L. R. A. 429. 
Davis v. Strange' s Execator, 86 Va. 793-310, 3 L. P. A. 261 

87 Va. 
Arrington v. Com., 87 Va. 96-102, 10 L. R. A. 242. 
Finley v. Brent, 87 Va. 103-109, 11 L. R. A. 214. 
Blose v. Bear, 87 Va. 177-179, 11 L. R. A. 705. 
Hall v. Palmer, 87 Va. 354-359, 11 L. R. A. 610. 
Day v. Slaughter, 87 Va. 758-763, 13 L. R. A. 212. 

88 Va. 

Norfolk & W. R. Co. v. Com., 88 Va. 95-115, 13 L. R. A. 107. 
Hubble v. Cole, 88 Va. 236-238, 13 L. R. A. 311. 
Miller v. Com., 88 Va. 618-632, 15 L. R. A. 441. 
Whiting v. West Point, 88 Va. 905-914, 15 L. R. A. 860. 
Richmond & D. R. Co. v. Scott, 88 Va. 958-970, 16 L. R. A. 91. 
Nelson v. Chesapeake & O. R. Co., 88 Va. 971-979, 15 L E. A. 583. 
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89 Va. 
Page v. Lewis, 89 Va. 1-86, 18 L. E. A. 170. 
More v. Eolin, 89 Va. 107-112, 16 L. E. A. 625. 
McCrowell v. Bristol, 89 Va. 652-674, 20 L. K. A. 653. 
Young v. Young, 89 Va. 675-689, 23 L. E. A. 642. 

90 Va. 

Norfolk & W. E. Co. v. Adams, Clement & Co., 90 Va. 393-400, 22 L. E. A. 530. 

91 Va. 

Harman & Crockett v. Norfolk & W. E. Co., 91 Va. 601-607, 44 L. E. A. 289. 
Ward's Administrators v. Cornett, 91 Va. 676-683, 49 L. E. A. 550. 

92 Va. 

Chesapeake & O. E. Co. v. American Exchange Bank, 92 Va. 49o-509, 44 
L. E. A. 449. 

93 Va. 

Fidelity & Casualty Co. v. Chambers, 93 Va. 138-145, 40 L. E. A. 432. 
Dupuy v. Eastern Building & L. Asso., 93 Va. 460-466, 35 L. E. A. 215. 

95 Va. 
Norfolk & W. E. Co. v. Swaine, 95 Va. 398-412, 46 L. E. A. 359. 

97 Va. 

Waverly Water Front I. & D. Co. v. White, 97 Va. 176-181, 45 L. E. A. 227. 
Jones v. Williamsburg, 97 Va. 722-727, 47 L. E. A. 294. 

98 Va, 

Sands' Administrator v. Durham, 98 Va. 392-398, 54 L. E. A. 614. 

100 Va. 
National Valley Bank v. Hancock, 100 Va. 101-114, 57 L. E. A. 728. 



